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DETAILED ACTION 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's response to the last Office Action, filed 12/22/2008, has been entered and 
made of record. 

2. Applicant has amended claims land 6. Claims 1-3; 5-7 are currently pending. 

3. Applicants' arguments filed 3/20/2009 with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-3; 5-7 
under 103(a) have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

4. Applicant argues that Jones fails to teach that the additional comparative data relates to 
NEW types of forgeries which are not recognized based on the comparative data derived from 
authentic bank notes and know forgeries. Additionally, applicant argues that the extraction and 
storage of serial numbers according to Jones et al of counterfeit bank is dependent on at least one 
bank note first being determined counterfeit by satisfying one of the stored and thus old 
counterfeit tests. Applicant argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e.: using 
comparative data and additional comparative data of new forgeries not includes in the 
comparative in order to account for new types of forgeries that may have arisen after the 
comparative data was established) are not recited in the rejected claims. Although the claims 
are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). In response, 
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Examiner refer to figure 3a Part 245 " Does bill pass other counterfeit test" for instance currency 
which is considered a new type of forgeries which was not stored yet if a new forgeries was 
identified according to the currency than it will added to the stored image memory as a new type 
of counterfeit. When a new currency bill is scanned, the controller 150 compares the serial 
number of the scanned currency bill against any serial numbers stored in the memory 160. If a 
match is found, the controller 150 may send a signal to the operator control panel 170 to indicate 
that a suspected counterfeit bill has been found. In one embodiment, the bill suspected to be 
counterfeit may be flagged. In some embodiments, a number of data can be used to assess 
whether a bill is a suspect bill, including serial number, denomination, series, issuing bank, 
image quality, infrared characteristics, ultraviolet characteristics, color shifting ink, watermarks, 
metallic threads, holograms, etc., or some combination thereof. Jones et al also teaches that step 
280 may be done before the serial number is extracted at step 220. Also contemplated is an 
embodiment in which the images of suspect counterfeit bills are not stored in the memory. In that 
embodiment, the process would move directly from step 270 to step 282 (paragraph [0073]). 
Thus when new types of forgeries which are not recognized based on the comparative data are 
scanned the system will update the memory with the new additional data. ( paragraph [0113]; see 
also figure 15, example H). All remaining arguments are reliant on the aforementioned and 
addressed arguments and thus are considered to be wholly addressed herein. 

Claim Objections 

5. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: Claim 1 line 5 the 
word 'and' is repeated twice. Appropriate correction is required. 
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Examiner Notes 

6. Examiner cites particular columns and line numbers in the references as applied to the 
claims below for the convenience of the applicant. Although the specified citations are 
representative of the teachings in the art and are applied to the specific limitations within the 
individual claim, other passages and figures may apply as well. It is respectfully requested 
that, in preparing responses, the applicant fully consider the references in entirety as 
potentially teaching all or part of the claimed invention, as well as the context of the passage 
as taught by the prior art or disclosed by the examiner 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1-3,5- 7 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones et 
al ( US 2003/0132281) in view of Sansone et al ( Signature verification, increasing performance 
by a multi stage system) 

As to claims 1-3, Jones et al teaches the method for recognizing forged bank notes with a 
bank note processing machine comprising the steps, processing the bank note with the bank note 
processing machine; checking the bank notes with comparative data stored by the bank note 
processing machine and ( see applicant admitted preamble, specification paragraph [0004]) , 
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using additional comparative data for new types of forgeries , which are not recognized 
based on the comparative data derived from authentic bank notes and known forgeries ( figure 
15; paragraph [093] and paragraph [0127]) 

wherein the bank notes to be checked are compared with both the comparative data and 
the additional comparative data for new types of forgeries so as to determine whether a forged 
bank note is present (see figure 16; adapted to receive a plurality of currency bills 
and an image scanner adapted to obtain an image of a currency bill and to extract a serial number 
from the image of the currency bill. An authentication and discrimination unit is also included to 
perform counterfeit testing on the currency bill. Coupled to the input receptacle is a transport 
mechanism adapted to transport each of the currency bills one at a time from the input 
receptacle past the image scanner and the authentication and discrimination unit to at least one 
output receptacle. A memory storage is adapted to store the obtained image of each of the 
currency bills. The memory is also adapted to store at least one serial number of counterfeit 
currency bills. A controller is adapted to update the memory with a serial number of a currency 
bill determined to be counterfeit by the authentication and discrimination unit, paragraph [0183- 
0185]. While Jones meets a number of the limitations of the claimed invention, as pointed out 
more fully above, Jones fails to specifically teach that only a comparison with the additional 
comparative data for new types of forgeries is effected, if with the check with the help of the 
comparative data the authenticity of the bank notes to be checked has been determined and if for 
the determined kind of bank notes comparative data for new types of forgeries are available. 

Specifically, Sansone et al. teaches the use of a decision process where a random and 
simple forgeries can be very different from genuine signatures, because in both cases the writer 
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does not know the model of the genuine signature, it seems reasonable to consider random and 
simple forgeries as one category. Consequently, the system is made up of three stages: the first 
will cope with random and simple forgeries; the second with skilled forgeries; while the final 
stage intervenes only if the two previous stages were unable to make a decision. An overview of 
the overall system is given in Fig. 2(a-b); page 171. Moreover, Sansone et al teaches The 
recognition process starts by presenting the input signature to the first stage. If its response is that 
the signature is a forgery and the reliability associated with this decision is higher than a suitably 
fixed reliability threshold, the system concludes that the signature is a forgery and the process 
stops. Because the practice of carrying our further authenticity checks only when previous 
checks have revealed an authenticity assumption as taught by Sansone. It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to use the decision process in Jones in order to prevent 
fraud and the circulation of counterfeit money .Therefore, the claimed invention would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention by applicant. 

As to claim 5, Jones et al teaches the method according to claim 1, wherein the 
additional comparative data ( serial numbers, paragraph [0183]) for new types of forgeries are 
derived and produced from the new type of forgery after the first occurrence of the new type of 
forgery ( paragraph [0183-0185]) ; see also paragraph [0127-0129]). 

9. Claims 4 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Jones et al ( US 
2003/0132281) in view of Pernot et al ( EP 1255232). 

While Jones meets a number of the limitations of the claimed invention, as pointed out more 
fully above, Jones fails to specifically teach the comparative data and additional comparative 
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data for new types of forgeries are available for each possible position of the bank notes. 
Specifically, Pernot et al. teaches the four different positions of introducing the bank note where 
the acceptance of banknote by authenticity checking machines in all possible positions of the 
banknote (paragraph [0051]). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to 
(authenticate the bank note is different position in order the new type of forgery can be 
effected independently of the respective position .Therefore, the claimed invention would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention by applicant. 

Claims 6-7 differ from claim 1-3 only in that claim 1-3 are method claims whereas claim 
6-7 are an apparatus claim. Thus, claims 6-7 are analyzed as previously discussed with respect to 
claims above. 

Conclusion 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
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however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to NANCY BITAR whose telephone number is (571)270-1041. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri (7:30a.m. to 5:00pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vikkram Bali can be reached on 571-272-7415. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Nancy Bitar/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



/Vikkram Bali/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



